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ARGUMENT IN REPLY 
L REMAND IS APPROPRIATE FOR THE COURT TO CONSIDER THE MERITS 
OF PALMA'S MOTION FOR RELIEF PURSUANT TO LC.§ 19-2604(1) 
We concur under the reasoning of the state that remand to the district court for further 
proceedings on the application is appropriate. In the Brief of Respondent, the state correctly 
asserts that the district court erred in denying Ms. Palma's motion under LC.§ 19-2604 on the 
basis that she "waived her right to seek amendment of the Judgment by failing to appeal the 
Discharge Order." (Brief of Respondent, p. 6) No such appeal is necessary in order to seek the 
relief available under LC. § 19-2604. The statute simply requires an "application [by] the 
defendant." Additionally, the statue does not state any limitation period within which a 
defendant must file an application and this court has held that so long as a delay in bringing the 
application does not "cause substantial prejudice" to the state, it is timely. LC.§ 19-2604(1); 
Housley v. State, 119 Idaho 885, 890, 811 P.2d 495,500 (Ct. App. 1991) Ms. Palma agrees that 
the arguments of her Appellant Brief regarding the constitutionality of the Order of Discharge 
and her lack of notice thereof are moot in light of the states concession to remand for the district 
court to consider the motion on its merits. 
CONCLUSION 
Ms. Palma respectfully requests that this Court remand this case to the district court, 
giving direction to hold a hearing on the application and not concerning itself with jurisdictional 
issues. 
,It.. 
Respectfully submitted this~ day of May, 2012. 
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